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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Martin Refugio Meraz appeals from the district court's summary dismissal of his petition
for post-conviction relief The district court erred in summarily dismissing his petition because
there was a genuine issue of material fact regarding whether Mr. Meraz was promised probation
when he entered his guilty plea, which calls into question whether his plea was knowing,
intelligent, and voluntary.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
Mr. Meraz was convicted of aggravated assault with a deadly weapon enhancement in
Ada County Case No. CR0l-18-15337, following his guilty plea, and was sentenced to a unified
term of fifteen years, with four years fixed. (R., pp.42, 45-48, 56.) He did not file a direct appeal.
On May 23, 2019, Mr. Meraz filed a timely pro se petition for post-conviction relief (R., pp.511.) He argued he received ineffective assistance of counsel and was induced into pleading guilty
"by promises that were not kept." (R., p.6.) He alleged his trial counsel told him he would be
placed on probation ifhe pled guilty, and in fact his sentence was imposed. (R., p.10.)
The State filed an answer to Mr. Meraz's petition and included, as an attachment, a copy
of the signed guilty plea advisory form that Mr. Meraz completed before entering his guilty plea.
(R., pp.28-35.) This form reflects that Mr. Meraz agreed to plead guilty with open sentencing.
(R., p.30.) The box "no" is checked next to the question, "Have any other promises been made to
you which have influenced your decision to plead guilty." (R., p.32.) However, Mr. Meraz
responded in the affirmative to the question, "Are there any other motions or other requests for
relief that you believe should still be filed in this case?" (R., p.32.) He wrote, "go to the victory
outreach mens [sic] home in Nampa instead of prison" with Pastor Martin. (R., p.32.)
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The State filed a motion for summary disposition. (R., pp.59-61.) The State argued
Mr. Meraz's claim that he was induced into pleading guilty by promises that were not kept and
was told he would receive probation "is ... lacking as Meraz presents no evidence that he was
induced by promises." (R., p.69.) The State argued the district court should dismiss this claim
based on the guilty plea advisory form. (R., p.69.)
Mr. Meraz's appointed counsel filed a memorandum in opposition to the State's motion.
(R., pp.72-77.) He argued:
The Petitioner asserts that his plea was the product of promises that
where not kept. As a result, an issue of fact exists regarding
whether the plea was knowing, voluntary and intelligent.
Consequently, the motion for summary disposition should be
denied on this issue.
(R., p.76.) Mr. Meraz requested that the district court hold an evidentiary hearing to resolve to
the genuine issue of material fact presented in the case. (R., p.76.)
The district court held a hearing on the State's motion for summary dismissal. At the
hearing, the district court noted Mr. Meraz stated at the plea colloquy that he understood the
questions on the guilty plea advisory form, and answered them honestly. (Tr., p.9, Ls.3-7.)
Mr. Meraz also informed the district court at the plea colloquy that he had not been promised
anything outside the bounds of the plea agreement. (Tr., p.9, Ls.8-12.) The district court stated he
understood Mr. Meraz to be alleging that his trial counsel promised him he would receive
probation ifhe pled guilty. (Tr., p.13, Ls.1-15.) The district court concluded this claim "is flatly
disproved by the record of the underlying criminal case." (Tr., p.14, Ls.6-8.) The court
explained:
In both the guilty plea advisory form and during the plea colloquy,
Mr. Meraz agreed that no promises had been made to him other
than the ones made as part of the plea bargain, and the ones made
as part of the plea bargain did not include a promise that
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Mr. Meraz would receive probation. So the record in the
underlying criminal case establishes the absence of a promise that
Mr. Meraz was going to get probation ifhe pleaded guilty.
(Tr., p.14, Ls.6-16.)
Following the hearing, the district court granted the State's motion for summary
dismissal and dismissed Mr. Meraz's petition with prejudice. (Tr, pp.,1-6; R., pp.78-81.) The
district court observed:
Meraz's claim that his guilty plea isn't valid because it was
induced by a promise-or, more accurately, a prediction by his
trial counsel-that he would receive a probation sentence is
disproved by the record in the underlying criminal case, as the
answers he gave on his guilty plea advisory form and during the
plea colloquy establish that he hadn't received or been influenced
by any promise of leniency.
(R., p. 78.) Mr. Meraz filed a timely notice of appeal. (R., pp.82-86.)
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ISSUE
Did the district court err in summarily dismissing Mr. Meraz's petition for post-conviction relief?
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Erred In Summarily Dismissing Mr. Meraz's Petition For Post-Conviction
Relief
A.

Introduction
Mr. Meraz alleged in his post-conviction petition that his guilty plea was not knowing,

intelligent, and voluntary, because he pled guilty based on his attorney's promise that he would
be placed on probation. The district court erred in summarily dismissing this claim because there
is a disputed issue of material fact regarding whether Mr. Meraz was induced into pleading
guilty, calling into question the validity of his guilty plea, which cannot be resolved summarily.

B.

Standard Of Review
"[S]ummary dismissal of a claim for post-conviction relief is appropriate when the court

can conclude, as a matter oflaw, that the petitioner is not entitled to relief even with all disputed
facts construed in his or her favor." Caldwell v. State, 159 Idaho 233, 237 (Ct. App. 2015)
(citations omitted); I.C. § 19-4906(c). "Conversely, if the petition, affidavits, and other evidence
supporting the petition allege facts that, if true, would entitle the petitioner to relief, the postconviction claim may not be summarily dismissed." Caldwell, 159 Idaho at 237 (citations
omitted). "If a genuine issue of material fact is presented, an evidentiary hearing must be
conducted to resolve the factual issues." Id. (citations omitted); see also State v. Payne, 146
Idaho 548, 561 (2008). "On appeal from an order of summary dismissal, we apply the same
standards utilized by the trial courts and examine whether the petitioner's admissible evidence
asserts facts which, if true, would entitle the petitioner to relief" Caldwell, 159 Idaho at 237
(citations omitted).
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C.

The District Court Erred In Summarily Dismissing Mr. Meraz's Claim That He Was
Induced Into Pleading Guilty, Calling Into Question The Validity Of His Guilty Plea,
Because There Is A Disputed Issue Of Material Fact Which Cannot Be Resolved
Summarily
Mr. Meraz included an affidavit with his petition for post-conviction relief in which he

stated, under oath, that his trial counsel told him he would be placed on probation if he pled
guilty, and in fact his sentence was imposed. (R., p.10.) Both the State and the district court
properly understood Mr. Meraz to be alleging this his guilty plea was not knowing, intelligent,
and voluntary, because it was induced by a false promise on the part of his trial counsel.
(R., pp.69, 78.) "A guilty plea operates as a waiver of important rights, and is valid only if done
voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently, with sufficient awareness of the relevant circumstances
and likely consequences." State v. Gonzales, 158 Idaho 112, 116 (Ct. App. 2015) (quotation
marks and citations omitted).
As an initial matter, the district court erred in stating in its written order that Mr. Meraz's
claim was based on an inaccurate prediction on the part of his trial counsel rather than a false
promise. (See R., p.78 (characterizing Mr. Meraz's statement that his trial counsel promised him
he would be placed on probation as "more accurately, a prediction by his trial counsel").
Mr. Meraz clearly alleged his trial counsel promised him he would be placed on probation.
(R., p.10.) The State did not argue to the contrary. (See R., pp.59-61.) To the extent the district
court's statement can be characterized as a factual finding, it is clearly erroneous, as it is not
supported by anything in the record. See State v. Henage, 143 Idaho 655, 659 (2007) ("To be
found clearly erroneous, factual findings must be unsupported by substantial and competent
evidence.") (citation omitted).
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The district court summarily dismissed Mr. Meraz's claim that he was induced into
pleading guilty by a false promise, concluding his allegation was "flatly disproved by the
record." (Tr., p.14, Ls.6-8.) The district court explained:
In both the guilty plea advisory form and during the plea colloquy,
Mr. Meraz agreed that no promises had been made to him other
than the ones made as part of the plea bargain, and the ones made
as part of the plea bargain did not include a promise that
Mr. Meraz would receive probation. So the record in the
underlying criminal case establishes the absence of a promise that
Mr. Meraz was going to get probation ifhe pleaded guilty.
(Tr., p.14, Ls.6-16.) The district court erred.
The statement Mr. Meraz made under oath in his post-conviction petition is indeed
contradicted by the statements he made earlier in his criminal case, both on the guilty plea
advisory form and at the plea colloquy. But there is no rule of law stating earlier-made
statements necessarily disprove a later-made statement. On the contrary, the fact that there is a
contradiction in the statements Mr. Meraz made in his criminal case and in his post-conviction
case mean there is a disputed issue of material fact, making summary dismissal improper. See
Caldwell, 159 Idaho at 237. The district court thus erred in granting the State's motion for

summary dismissal with respect to Mr. Meraz's claim that he was induced into pleading guilty
by a false promise, and should have proceeded to an evidentiary hearing on this claim.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Meraz respectfully requests that this Court vacate the judgment dismissing his postconviction relief with prejudice, reverse the district court's order granting the State's motion for
summary dismissal, and remand this case to the district court for further proceedings.
DATED this 30th day of July, 2020.
/ s/ Andrea W. Reyno Ids
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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